It is generally agreed that academic departments are the basic organizational unit in which most faculty pursue their disciplinary and professional interests and execute the teaching, research, and service function of the university (cf. Peterson, 1976) . Departments exert the principal force in the operational definitions of goals and purposes of the university, largely control faculty reward mechanisms, and through both formal and informal mechanisms, are the primary focus of institutional progress and academic achievement (Ikenberry and Friedman, 1972) .
Despite the importance of the department as a basic element in the university organizational structure, Peterson (1976) points out that the literature on academic departments is "voluminous," but most is nontheorefical and not empirically based. Dressel et al. (1970) also note that the discussion of the department and its structure in the literature greatly exceeds the facts and generalizations based on systematically gathered evidence.
Empirical issues which have, for the most part, been overlooked in research on academic departments include homogeneity, aggregation, and level of analysis. The results of organizational research studies in higher education are greatly influenced by several basic research decisions. Whether to measure constructs of interest at the individual, department, or university level, and how to establish and demonstrate homogeneity of responses prior to aggregating individual responses, are among the more critical issues.
Most researchers consciously choose a specific level (or levels) of analysis before conducting a study. Equally important is demonstrating, through some measure of response homogeneity, that the level one intends to measure is, indeed, the level one has measured. To our knowledge, when the academic department has been used as the unit of analysis, homogeneity of response has been generally assumed, but never demonstrated.
IMPORTANCE OF DEMONSTRATING HOMOGENEITY
Any aggregation of data measured at the individual level is based on the assumption of homogeneity of organizational members' responses. The problem is two-sided: From which individuals do we gather data if we wish to measure an organizational level variable, and how do we combine their individual scores (Lynch, 1974) ? Careful consideration must be given to determining how individuals have reported the same phenomenon before aggregating scores, especially if the measures used are perceptual (Duncan, 1971; Schneider and Bartlett, 1970) .
Studies in which group averages, taken across people, are used as summary statistics implicitly assume that individuals' perceptions are in agreement. It is curious that more studies do not test such assumptions of homogeneity prior to aggregating data points into broader measures. Sathe (1978) is not unusual in defending aggregation by simply citing the practices of others: "Following Hall (1963 ), Duncan (1971 ), Pennings, (1973 ), and Lynch (1974 , departmental scores for this study were obtained by assigning equal weight to the score of each individual" (pp. 231-232). Leifer and Huber (1977) , on the other hand, are only one example of researchers who have aggregated data without explanation or apology: "The unweighted mean scores on each measure were then averaged to obtain an organicness score for each individual's work unit. The average of these organicness scores for all individuals in a unit was used as the organicness score for that unit" (p. 240). One of the reasons for the general omission of tests of homogeneity may be that there is not a simple, well-agreed upon method of demonstrating it.
